
























































 

29 

 Despite these clear directives, Duke and Dominion have failed to reflect the benefits 

from distributed generation in their avoided cost filings. In fact, when asked what efforts 

Duke made to identify benefits that are associated with renewable generation, Duke could 

not even identify benefits and only spoke of solar in terms of avoiding additional charges 

to be passed to the QF, rather than differentiating the benefits that distributed generation 

has as opposed to traditional, centrally located generation. Specifically: 

Q. [Levitas] What efforts did you make to identify benefits that are 
associated with renewable generation?  
 
A. [Snider] We have consistently looked for additional benefits. And, 
you know, I think some of the intervenors have brought up a couple: 
[avoided] T&D. What we're seeing on a one-off basis, one by one by one, 
is that there are probably additional costs. It's difficult to ascertain a rate. So 
it's one thing to say we believe, based on what we're seeing with the QF, 
that there are T&D costs being imposed that the QF is not paying for, it's 
another thing to do a study that's substantially supported the way our 
ancillary service study is to say here's the rate we should charge. So we're 
not charging the QF, because we don't have a study to say, oh, the QF is 
imposing T&D costs, such as the O&M of new facilities that's going to be 
absorbed by customers. It's hard to quantify that. So we haven't asked for 
that as a cost. The fact that the T&D that was available on the grid is now 
being consumed by the existing solar generators which makes placing 
further firm generation on the grid more expensive is Difficult to quantify. 
So we haven't included those costs. The areas that have been brought up as 
speculative benefits, we have seen example after example of costs. We have 
yet to define a study that says here is the exact cost it's imposing. So again, 
we feel that that's a, you know, conservative way to give deference to the 
QF community and not assign a cost unless we have a defined study that we 
feel we can quantify those costs. So we've looked hard at it, we just don't 
have a systemwide study to define those costs. 
 

 When pressed again on the question of whether Duke had studied the potential 

benefits, as required by the Sub 140 Order and the Sub 148 Order, of added solar to the 

grid, Duke Witness Snider was more specific: 
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https://www.energy.gov/eere/solar/intra-hour-dispatch-and-automatic-generator-control-demonstration-solar-forecasting#374311-tab-0
https://www.nrel.gov/
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/e023/a5413d40dab208a9c487de4313436d3ae7f4.pdf




http://www.caiso.com/Documents/2016AnnualReportonMarketIssuesandPerformance.pdf
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https://news.duke-energy.com/releases/duke-energy-passes-major-renewable-milestone-1-gigawatt-of-owned-solar-energy-capacity






























https://emp.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/lbnl_utility_scale_solar_2018_edition_report.pdf.
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feedback on model assumptions and limitations, and determining proper validations of the 

model to ensure accuracy and reliability. Also, this stakeholder process would need to be 

ongoing to reflect changes in the market, similar to the way the Idaho Study is consistently 

re-formulated. 

 Should the Commission determine a Solar Integration Charge and/or Re-Dispatch 

Charge is necessary, supported by the record, and must be adopted now, NCSEA and 

NCCEBA request that (i) the Commission either not make a decision in this proceeding as 

to the applicability of such a charge to the CPRE and GSA program, but defer such decision 

to the dockets governing those programs, or rule that any SISC should not apply to those 

programs; (ii) limit any charge to the initial rates proposed by the utility with no increases 

over the life of PPAs entered into or LEOs established before the proposed charges can be 

more thorough evaluated.268  

 Respectfully submitted, this the 4th day of September, 2019. 
 
           /s/ Peter H. Ledford     
       Peter H. Ledford 
       NCSEA 
       4800 Six Forks Road, Suite 300 
       Raleigh, NC 27609 
       919-832-7601 Ext. 107 
       peter@energync.org 
       Counsel for NCSEA 
 

       Benjamin W. Smith 
       NCSEA 
       4800 Six Forks Road, Suite 300 
       Raleigh, NC 27609 
       919-832-7601 Ext. 111 
       ben@energync.org 
       Counsel for NCSEA 
                                                           
268 If CPRE and GSA projects are excluded, there are few if any projects likely to be subjected to any Solar 
Integration Charge in the next two years. 
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Exhibit A 
Energy Storage Protocol 

 


























